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Comparison for Risk Fstimate of Aspiration between the Revised Dysphagia
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to determine the significant factors for risk estimate of aspiration and to evalu-
ate the efficiency of the dysphagia assessment tool. Methods: A consecutive series of 210 stroke patients with aspiration
symptoms such as cough and dysphagia who had soft or regular diet without tube feeding were examined. The dyspha-
gia assessment tool for aspiration was compared with videofluoroscopy using Classification and Regression Tree
(CART) analysis. Results: In CART analysis, of 34 factors, the significant factors for estimating risk of aspiration were
cough during swallowing, oral stasis, facial symmetry, salivary drooling, and cough after swallowing. The risk estimate
error of the revised dysphagia assessment tool was 25.2%, equal to that of videofluoroscopy. Conclusion: The results
indicate that the dysphagia assessment tool developed and examined in this study was potentially useful in the clinical
field and the primary risk estimating factor was cough during swallowing. Oral stasis, facial symmetry, salivary drooling,
cough after swallowing were other significant factors, and based on these results, the dysphagia assessment tool for
aspiration was revised and complemented.
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000 00000 0D000 00000 000 00 O
0 00 DOOO0 000 D00 0000 0000000
00000 0000 000 OO (Paik, Kim, Kim, Oh, &
Han, 2005). 00 0000 D0O0O00 0000 00000
0 00 00 000000 0000000 00000 00
00 000 D00 00 000 00 30.0-45.0%0 000
0 00000 000 000 0000 000, 000000
0 00000 00 00 0000 000 00000 000
0 000 0000 00 00000 00 000 000 00
0 00 D00 000 OO0 (Park etal., 2008). 00 000
00 00 0000 0000 00000 000 00 000
000 00 000 00 0 30 000 000 0000 00
0,00 00 00 0000 000 000 D00 000 O
0 000 000 00 0 120 000 00 (Martino et al.,
2005). 00 000000 000 000 00 00 000 O
0 00D0 00 0000,000 000 0000 0000
0 0000 00 0000000000 00 000 000
00 00000 000 0000 00000 0000 00
00 0000 0000 00 0000 (Park et al., 2008).

00 0000 0 00000 0000 00 00 0000
000 000000 000 0000 000 000 000
00000 0000000000000 00000 00
0 000 0 000 00 00 00000 000 000 O
0,00000 0000 000 000 D0 (Martino et al.,
2005). 000 00000 OO0 00000 0000 000
000 000000 00000 00 00 000 0000
0000,00 0 000000 00 00 000 00000
00.000 000 0000 000 000 0000 000
000 0000 00000 00000 000 0000 O
00 000 D00 0000 000 0000 00@ung et
al., 2005).

Masseyll Jedlicka (2002)] 0000 0000 000 O
00 00 0000 00000 0000 000 00 2500
0000 00 000000 000,000 00000 00
000, Nishiwaki 0(2005)0 0 00 000 00 00 00
000 000 000 00 0000 00000.00000
000 0D 000 0000 000 000 000 0000
000 DO00D0,00 D00 0000 000 000 00
0 0000 000 00000 (Han, Paik, & Park, 1999,
2001, 00 000 OO0 00 D00 0000 0000 00
000 0000 000 O 00@ung, Lee, Hong, & Han,
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2005). 00000 OOOO0 OO0 ooooo oo o oo
0 dbdooooooob 0bob bob bobo O od
0o0oooooo,oonoobod od boooooo og
0 ooood,bdo oobo ooo o oo oob og
00 000000 O0Parketal.,,2008) 000 OO, 00
0000 000OO0O0O00,000000,000000
0,00 0000000000 00000ODOO0O00OO0O0
000 0000 00000 000 00 00 0000 (Paek
etal., 2007).
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0 00 000 0obd obob bobobo bob O od
(Paek etal., 2007). 000 00000 OO OOOD OO0OO
00000 00000 000000 o000 oooooo
0000 0 340000 0000 000 5000 80 OO0
000 0000 00000 000 00 oboo,o0oo0
0000000 000000000000 000 ooa.

000 0 00000 000000 0boo oooo o
O 000 0000 0000@Paeketal., 20070 OO OO
o dobd oot ogog bobg b obo booog
000 000 Classification and Regression Tree (CART)
oo bobo bobo, 000 oogob oogog og
000 oodgbo oboob 0bob bobo oogo od
00 oo oboooobob goo.
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(SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA)O 0000 000 0000
goood.

00,0000 OO0 000 0O 000 0000 (Clinical
Diagnosis)] 0000 OO0 0O0O0O0O 0OOO0O ODOOO
SPSS Answer Treel OO0 000 OO0 CARTO OO0
0O 0oooo.

00, CARTOO 000 0O0ODO 0000 OO00O0O OO
000 000 0000 0000 00 00 00 O0(risk
estimate erron)0 0O0O000.

oo ouod 0oo oo boooo oouo bodg
Uogoooogooobogogboboogog ogo g
000 0O0.00 CARTU 00O OO 0O OOoO oo go
0 oood ob.oono ob ooo gbo boo oog
000000000000 oooooooo@Eoo) o
god,00 000 oodb oo oogbo ogobo o od
(Muller & Mockel, 2008).
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0000 000 0000 0O0OO0O0 000 000 000
0000 0000 000 0000 000 0000 000
oo.

0000 0000 000 00 0 000 000 O 2020
00000000 000 180(58.4%), 000 840 (41.6%)
000 000 600 00 000 1060(GB25%)00 00 00

Table 1. General Characteristics of Patients (N=202)
Characteristics Classification n %
Gender Men 118 58.4

Women 84 41.6
Age (yr) 0-19 7 34
20-39 24 11.9
40-59 65 322
60 and over 106 525
Lesion Left 57 28.2
Right 72 35.7
Others 73 36.1
Type of stroke Infarction 101 50.0
Hemorrhage 68 33.7
Others 33 16.3
Paralysis Quadriplegia 59 29.2
Left 72 35.6
Right 66 32.7
None 5 25
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0.00000 000 570(@28.2%), 000 720(35.7%), O
0000 00 000 730@36.1%)000.0000 000 O
000 1010(50.0%), 0000 680 (33.7%)0 0 0 (Table 1).
0000 0000 0000 0000 00 0000 000
0 00000 00 0000 190G8.9%), 000 000 O
0 0000 690(34.1%), 000 000 00 0000 670
(332%), 000 000000 0000 0000 640 (32.0%),
0000 0000 000 0000 630(@3L.2%), 00000
000 00 0000 590(29.4%), 0 0000 000 0 O
0 0000 570 (95%), 0000 00 0000 570 (28.2%),
000 0 00000 00 0000 420(20.8%), 000 O
000 0000 0000 370@19.7%), 0000 000 00
0000 0000 320(16.3%), 00 0000 0 O 00
0000 310@5.7%), 00 0 00 000 00 0000 30
0@14.9%), 00 0000 000 D000 220(W.3%000
(Table 2).

000 0000 000000 0000 0000 00 O
000 0000 0000000 1400(70.00900 00 00

Table 2. Diseases Related Characteristics of Patients ~ (N=202)
Normal Abnormal
Characteristics
n % n* %

Speech disorder 83 411 119 58.9
Oral stasis 133 65.9 69 341
Drooling 135 66.8 67 33.2
Facial symmetry 135 68.0 64 320
Liquid aspiration 139 68.8 63 312
Delayed swallowing 142 70.6 59 29.4
Cheek movement 136 70.5 57 29.5
Salivary drooling 145 718 57 28.2
Cough during swallowing 160 79.2 42 20.8
Palate function 151 80.3 37 19.7
Spontaneous cough 164 83.7 32 16.3
Lip opening 166 84.3 31 15.7
Cough after swallowing 172 85.1 30 14.9
Wet voice 173 88.7 22 1.3
Tracheostomy 175 86.6 27 134
Pneumonia history 169 84.1 32 159
Head control 196 97.0 6 3.0
Cheek sensitivity 178 93.7 12 6.3
Lip closing 189 96.4 7 3.6
Tongue movement 178 88.1 18 89
Laryngeal elevation 197 98.5 3 15
Salivary secretion 199 99.5 1 05
Jaw movement 180 92.8 14 7.2
Cough before swallowing 192 95.0 10 5.0
Swallow reflex 188 945 11 55
Nasal regurgitation 196 97.5 ) 25

*Missing responses excluded.
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(pharyngeal peristalsis)] 0000 000 670 (33.5%), O
000000000 000 470 (23.4%)0 0 0 (Table 3).
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o000 oobo0O bo0 000 ooooo oo oo ooo
O 0000000000000 O00bD0oooDooan
(20.3%) O 78.1%0 320000 OO0 OO0 00O 320 O
000 000 o000 oo 200 000 2500 86.2%00 O
0o o000, ood0 0 00 0ooo ooo ooo oo
00 1200 0000 000 70G83wiin 0oo0o O
000000000000 0000 0 000(Fgure ).
00000 o000 000 o000 00 .10 0 o000 48
00 208%J] 000 OO0 O 000 00000 ooboo o
O 000 521%0 24000 0O 0 00.000 0 o0 oo

Table 3. Characteristics Related to Videofluoroscopy — (N=202)
0000000 0000bD 000 oog 1s0 O 20.9%0
o Complete Incomplete
Characteristics " y . 240000 000 0000 00 0 000 ooo og od
n % n* %
0170 0 47.0%0 8OUO0O0O OO0 OO0 OO0 OOoOo o
Oral phase
Labial closure 186 921 16 79 0 9800 00O O 163%0 1600000 000 000 O
Rotatory lateral movement 171 84.7 31 8.3 0000 o000 oooDo0o0oo0oooooooDoon.
of tongue
Seal off the lateral sulcus 194 960 8 40 000 0000 00000 3400 00 000 00 00
Food propelling posteriority 154 76.6 47 23.4 000 0000 000 000 000 O 0O0.000.00
Pharyngeal phase
Swallowing reflex 60 30.0 140 70.0 0 ooo,oon,tu o oo ooy, o siu oo
Closure of velo-pharyngeal port 195 96.6 5 25 00000 0000 0O0D000 ooooo.ooo oog
Pharyngeal peristalsis 133 65.5 67 335
Elevation of larynx 10 90 10 50 0 0oooooon oo 40t 0000 00500 000
Closure of larynx 77 383 124 61.7 00000 000 Table4d O0O.
*Missing responses excluded.
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Figure 1. CART model of the dysphagia assessment tool.
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1*=Abnormal; 2*=Normal; V49=Aspiration; V15=Cough during swallowing; V13=Cral
stasis; V23=Facial symmetry; V31=Salivary drooling; V16=Cough after swallowing; CART=
Classification and Regression Tree.
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00 oo0O0 000000 00000bobo oooob oo
0O 000 000 ooobboboO obobb oooob ooo o
o0 o0o0o0ooooooooooooo.

0 000 00 OO0 000 booo 2c07000 O 00
000 000 0boo0O 00000 SPSS Answer Treell O
00 000 000 CARTO 0000 boooo o ooo
0000 (Clinical Diagnosis)d OO0 0000 0000 O
ooooooooOoooboobOOooooooooooao
oo ooooooobo.0o0ooobooooo ooobo o

oo ooooob oo oo oo oooo oo o
oo oo oboo oooo ooooo ooo oooo.o

ooud oo ooo ooo oo ooooo ocoo oo o oogd.

oo ooooo 000 ogoo ooooo ooooooo
oo ooooooooooooooonooooon.

Han, Paikl Park (1999)0 OO0 OO 0OOO 0OOOO
oood oobo oog 0o oo 0o oo oooo o
ooo oooO oo oo000 ooooo ooooo oo
000011000000 000 ooo oooooo ooo
oooo0 ooo 0oooo ooboo 0 o obooo oo

ud oob ooo ooobo oood oo oo oo ooo
oooO o0 oo 25290 ooOo0O0 obooo o oooo o

0000 00000 000 00000 0000 0000
(C0D0D0)I 000 000 0000 U0GS)0000 O
00 0000 000 00000 0000@000)d 00
0 1400 (70.0%)0 0 OCOO 000 000.00 00000
00000 0000000 000000 000 20000 O
0000 30(5%)00 000000 00000 00000
0,000 0000 000000 00000 0000 00

Table 4. Revised Dysphagia Assessment Tool

General characteristics Classification

Gender M E

Age (yr)

Lesion Left Right Others
Type of stroke Infarction  Hemorrhage Others
Characteristics related to disease Normal Abnormal

Cough during swallowing
Oral stasis

Facial symmetry

Salivary drooling

Cough after swallowing

00 20000 100(6.0%00 0 OO 000 000 0oOO0
O 0000.00000000000CO00O000aO0
U o000 oudo ooooo 0o ooogdo oooo
uodd oooo oud oo oog oo oo oooo
ooudo ooooo oooo oo ooo oo ooo
000 oooo oooobo o oo oob ooooooo
0oog og,00000 ooooo oooo ooooo o
ooog ooo oog oooo oo oooob oog o o
og.

0000000000 0000 00000 decision tree
0000 000b0.0o00000 0000 00000 340

Table 5. Comparison of Risk Estimate Error of Aspiration in Revised Dysphagia Assessment Tool and Videofluoroscopy (N=202)

Misclassification matrix

Revised dysphagia assessment tool

Videofluoroscopy

Expected value

Risk estimate
SE of risk estimate

Actual value Actual value
Normal Abnormal Total Normal Abnormal Total
Normal 95 24 119 118 47 165
Abnormal 27 56 83 4 33 37
Total 122 80 202 122 80 202
Risk statistics Risk statistics

.25
.03

.25
.03

JKorean Acad Nurs 40(3), 2010 6
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00 Daniel, Ballod Mahoney (2000)0 5600 OO 0O
o ooo gobobo oobo 0 oub oo ooogo
gooo, guoo, ogooo gouoo, gubog go,
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00O 000D 0000 oboooo, e oooo o 2o
gooo 0od 000 gobooo ooobo booo go
U oooo oub ooob boo obbuo gooboo go
goooedh 00 0 obobouo bbb oob bgo
500 0 000000 oobooobog.

0000050000 000 0000 ooboo ooo
0000 0000 o000 0o o0b obooo oo oo
0000000000 25.2%0 000 000 oooo o
0000 000000 OO0o 0bOobD ooo oooo o
0000 000 000 00 Ramsey, Smithardd Kalar
(20030 OO0 DUOO O OO0 000 O0. Ramsey O
(20030 OO0 OO OO0 OOOO OoOoOo oooo
gooo 0ood obooobo ooo ooob boo ogo
gooodo ooo oob oo oooo ob boo o
O (silent aspiration)d DO0O0 OO0 OO0 OOOO O
goobo oob ooooo ooo.

go0 0 0000 000 50 bogo ouob ooodg
0000000100000 0000000000 o0
0000 00000000000 000000 ooo o
000.00 0000000000000 000 00 202
00 800 O 39.6%10 0000 0000000 oOod
goob oo dod oo bbgo gooo ooog ogo
gsgood ogo oboog guobod ggooboo ogo
gooooobo oobod.
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U 0ooooooObo0oo ooboooo ooo oooo
O000Paek et al.,, 2007)0 OO0OO OO CART OO0
oooo o000 000 oooo ooo ooo oo, oo
OoooooboooOoboooooooooooooao
uod oooo 0o 0ooou obobo ooo o gg, o
uo,guoooo,ooo,otoggosao oo
ooooooooood.

g oo ooobo ooo oooo ooooo oooo o
oo oooo oo 0oob oo 0o oo oooo o
OO0 000 0000 00 00 00 00 DO (Risk esti—
mate error)] 00 25.2%0 0000 OO0OO.

uboo 000 oooo Ooooboo boooo oooo
ooo0O 0oooooo 0o0b oboob0.oooo0 ooo oo
oooo0O 000 0000 0ooo,00o00 ooo ooo o
O,0000000000000 0000000000
oo.00 000 o000 oo ooobo oo oo oooao
U,0uu guuo oo oooooooooo ooo oo
uoud ooooooonoogdooooogdoao
oo ooooooooooo,ooooooooo oo
0000 o0ooggoo.ocoooooooooooao
0o ooooo 0000 oo oooo oogoo ooo
00,000 00000 ooooooooboooo.

REFERENCES

Daniels, S. K., Ballo, L. A., & Mahoney, M. C. (2000). Clinical pre-
dictors of dysphagia and aspiration risk: Outcome measures in
acute stoke patients. Archives of Physical Medicine and Rebabili-
tation, 81, 1030-1033.

Erdfelder, E., Faul, F., & Buchner, A. (1996). GPOWER: A gener-
al power analysis program. Behavior Research Methods, Instru-
ments, & Computers, 28, 1-11.

Han, T. R, Paik, N. J., & Park, J. W. (1999). The functional dys-
phagia scale using videofluoroscopic swallowing study in stroke
patients. Journal of the Korean Academy of Rehabilitation Meds-
cine, 23, 1118-1126.

Han, T. R., Paik, N. J., & Park, J. W. (2001). The clinical function-
al scale for dysphagia in stroke patients. Korean _Journal of Stroke,
3, 153-157.

J Korean Acad Nurs 40(3), 2010 62



366

Jung, S. H., Lee, K. J., Hong, J. B., & Han, T. R. (2005). Valida-
tion of clinical dysphagia scale: Based on videofluoroscopic swal-
lowing study. Journal of the Korean Academy of Rehabilitation
Medicine, 29, 343-350.

Martino, R., Foley, N., Bhogal, S., Diamant, N., Speechley, M., &
Teasell, R. (2005). Dysphagia after stroke: Incidence, diagnosis,
and pulmonary complications. Stroke, 36, 2756-2763.

Massey, R., & Jedlicka, D. J. (2002). The massey bedside swallow-
ing screening. Journal of Neuroscience Nursing, 34, 257-260.
Muller, R., & Mockel, M. (2008). Logistic regression and CART
in the analysis of multimarker studies. Clinica Chimica Acta,

394, 1-6.

Nishiwaki, K., Tsuji, T., Liu, M., Hase, K., Tanaka, N., & Fujiwara,
T. (2005). Identification of a simple screening tool for dyspha-
gia in patients with stroke using factor analysis of multiple dys-

JKorean Acad Nurs 40(3), 2010 6

HO
oy
lon
Tk
ol
TS
°
rlo
1
o
[e¢)
g

phagia variables. Journal of Rehabilitation Medicine, 37, 247-251.

Paek, E. K., Moon, K. H., Kim, H. J., Lee, E. S., Sohn, H. S., Yoo,
J. S., et al. (2007). Dysphagia assessment tool for post-stroke
patients. Clinical Nursing Research, 13(3), 19-30.

Paik, N. J., Kim, I. S, Kim, J. H., Oh, B. M., & Han, T. R. (2005).
Clinical validity of the functional dysphagia scale based on vide-
ofluoroscopic swallowing study. Journal of the Korean Academy
of Rebabilitation Medicine, 29, 43-49

Park, C. L., Moon, J. H., Kang, S. W., Park, E. S., Shin, J. C., Kim,
D. Y., et al. (2008). Rebabilitation Medicine (2nd ed.). Seoul:
Hanmibook.

Ramsey, D. J., Smithard, D. G., & Kalra, L. (2003). Early assess-
ments of dysphagia and aspiration risk in acute stoke patients.
Stroke, 34,1252-1257.



